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5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
5.1 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

On August 31, 1995, a notice was sent to the public, media, agencies, and other
organizations on the BLM California Desert District mailing list (about 6,000 names),
describing the purpose of interagency planning covering issues within the NEMO
Planning Area. On September 5, 1995, a Notice of Intent announcing the beginning of
the planning process and EIS was published in the Federal Register.

Public workshops were held from September 21 through 27, 1995 at Pasadena, San
Bernardino, Barstow, Baker, Needles, Ridgecrest, Independence, Lone Pine, and Furnace
Creek, California, and in Las Vegas, Nevada. About 250 people attended the workshops.
These workshops were used to identify issues and concerns to be addressed in the
National Park Service management plans, CDCA Plan amendments, and accompanying
EIS documents for the area. These public workshops were augmented by interagency
scoping workshops to identify cross-jurisdictional and other issues of concern

Ten additional public workshops were held from April 14 through 24, 1997 at the same
locations as stated above. About 330 people attended the workshops. These workshops
were used to identify aternative management approaches to be addressed in the EIS.

In August 1998, BLM held additional public meetings to clarify the proposals and ask for
any additional issues, alternatives, or concerns, not presented in earlier scoping meetings,
and present the framework for a desert tortoise conservation strategy developed that
spring. The scoping process was concluded in Nov 1998.

Comments have been grouped together under the planning goals and issues to assist
readers in identifying the issues that are of primary concern to them. Many of these
categories reflect the various environmental resources that may be used to organize the
analysisin the EIS, such as biological, cultural, and wilderness. Other categories were
created to reflect the nature of the comments received.

5.1.1 PLANNING PROCESS

Objectives were generated for each element of the CDCA Plan to analyze the current
management situation and devel op proposals and alternatives that address specific
resource and scoping issues. The BLM developed a tentative package of candidate
CDCA Plan amendments based on the scoping process. Additional public input on
alternatives was sought at public meetings. Based on these meetings and subsequent staff
input, additional proposals and alternatives were developed for consideration, and
existing proposals were further refined. Once proposals and alternatives were
preliminarily developed, an interdisciplinary meeting was held to integrate proposals and
alternatives.
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5.1.2 ISSUESSUMMARY

BLM received arich array of comments during the scoping comment period. Because the
purpose of scoping isto present issues and ideas for consideration by the preparers of the
EIS, it is more important to capture what has been expressed rather than how often
Consequently, a summary table has been prepared to represent the breadth and variety of
comments, not their frequency.

Asrequired by CFR 1501.7 for implementing NEPA, BLM has used the scoping process
to determine the scope of issues to be addressed in the NEMO EIS. In addition, BLM
land-use planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610 were also used to guide the determination

of the scope of the NEMO planning effort.
Issues that are outside the NEMO planning effort fall into five categories:

a. Issuesthat are not directly related to the implementation of the California Desert
Protection Act;

b. Issues that can be adequately addressed under current land use planning
mechanisms without the need for additional planning;

C. Issues that are larger in scope than the NEM O planning area and which can be
better addressed at another level (e.g., CDCA-wide);

d. Issues concerning Congressionally designated boundaries and land uses;

e. New issues that necessitate additional plan amendments. Amendment proposals
submitted after November 1997, will be considered in a subsequent amendment

process.

I ssues that are within the scope of the NEMO planning effort are ones that deal directly
with the conservation of the Desert Tortoise or the CDPA and fall into four categories:

a. Issues affecting public lands transferred from BLM to NPS and their relation to the
California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan).

b. Issues affecting public lands no longer considered for wilderness designation.
C. Issues affecting public lands where threatened and endangered (T& E) species

conservation and recovery is required. The latter is aresult of the 1989 listing of
the desert tortoise over a broad area of the Southwest deserts and subsequent

development of arecovery plan.

d. Issues that have emerged from scoping that are not adequately addressed in the
current land-use planning documents and decisions.
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Major issues that emerged as a result of the planning process and scoping are outlinesin
Section 1.3 of Chapter 1.

Issues and comments that were within the scope of the NEMO planning effort are
grouped into categories by resource.

Table 5-1 located at the end of this chapter lists by category the issues, comments, and
concerns gathered during the scoping process and whether they are within the scope of
the planning process.

5.2 INTERAGENCY COORDINATION AND
CONSULTATION

5.2.1 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Interagency coordination with the National Park Service was essential at key phases
during the planning process and on specific cross-jurisdictional issues. Early in the
planning process, joint public and interagency scoping meetings were held to identify
issues for consideration. Joint newsletters were utilized to keep the public apprised of
progress in both agencies planning efforts, including key dates.

Interagency meetings were held throughout the development of the range of aternatives
0N cross-cutting issues, such as joint biological team meetings, which identified and
addressed potential coordination needs. The most important cross-jurisdictional issue in
this document is the recovery of the East Mojave population of the Federal and State
threatened desert tortoise. The strategies BLM has identified can meet recovery goals
only if recovery strategies are also adopted by the Mojave National Preserve. Several of
these strategies are expected to require continued interagency coordination and
consultation on alocal and regional level to be successfully implemented.

5.2.2 U.S FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Endangered Species Act Consultation on CDCA Plan, as amended.

The Congress specified that the purposes of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public
Law 97-304), as amended, (ESA) "are to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon
which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved, to provide a
program for the conservation of such endangered and threatened species, and to take such
steps as may be appropriate to achieve the purposes of the treaties and conventions...”
(Sec. 2(b)). The ESA states it "to be the policy of the Congress that al Federal
departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened
species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this Act." (Sec.
2(c)(1)) The fulfillment of these purposes is a fundamental issue in this planning effort.

The ESA further provides that "Each Federal agency shall, in consultation with and with
the assistance of the Secretary, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out
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by such agency.. is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
[critical] habitat of such species..” (Sec. 7(a)) By Federa regulations (Code of Federal
Regulations, Volume 50, Part 402) implementing the provisions of Section 7 of the ESA,
the BLM and other Federal agencies must consult with the USFWS on projects, plans,
and actions that may negatively affect a threatened or endangered species. The USFWS
then issues a biological opinion relative to jeopardy and adverse modification. A similar
review referred to, as a conference is required for species that are proposed for Federal
listing.

In earlier years, consultations were not conducted on land use plans, such as the CDCA
Plan. The courts have determined that consultations are required on land-use plans.
Therefore, as a part of this planning process, the BLM will formally consult and confer
with USFWS on the affects of the NEMO Plan and the CDCA Plan in the NEMO
Planning Area as modified by the NEMO plan on threatened and endangered species.

The BLM has determined that the following federally-listed species may be affected by
the CDCA Plan in the NEMO Planning Area:

desert tortoise (threatened) and critical habitat,

Inyo California towhee (threatened)

southwestern willow flycatcher (endangered),

least Bell's vireo (endangered),

Amargosa vole (endangered) and critical habitat,
spring-loving centaury (threatened),

Ash Meadows gumplant (threatened) and critical habitat, and
Amargosa niterwort (endangered) and critical habitat.

This Plan and Draft EIS together with a CDCA Plan edited with amendments and various
other supporting documents (e.g., Current Desert Tortoise Management Stuation in
Northern and Eastern Mojave Planning Area) will provide the necessary information to
conduct the consultation/conference.

Programmatic Consultation on Desert Tortoise

The BLM currently has a number of biologica opinions from USFWS that cover a group
of activities or a program; such biological opinions are referred to as programmatic
biological opinions. Each covers only the species addressed in the consultation. In the
NEMO Planning Area, the BLM currently has four biological opinions addressing desert
tortoise for the following classes of activity: small mining operations (under 10 ac.),
small disturbances (under 2 ac.), cattle grazing, and dual-sport motorcycle events. Many
other biological opinions cover individual projects on a case-by-case basis.

The BLM proposes to consult with USFWS on the CDCA Plan, as amended by the
NEMO Plan amendments, and obtain a biological opinion covering most projects
affecting desert tortoise or its critical habitat. The programmatic consultation will not
cover the following:
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Projects that disturb more than 100 acres (Preferred Alternative) except
transmission lines and pipe lines that do not require an EIS or Plan Amendment;
Projects that require an EIS; or

Projects that require a CDCA Plan Amendment.

Standard mitigation measures are presented in Appendix A for the programmatic
biological opinion. These measures would be applied to projects to mitigate impacts on
desert tortoise and to compensate for residual impacts to tortoise habitat after mitigation.
Further formal consultation with USFWS would not be required for covered projects, but
areporting and review process in included. The programmatic biological opinion will
specify an allowable incidental take (i.e., take incidental to an otherwise legal activity)
for covered projects.

The BLM also proposes to obtain a programmatic biological opinion for desert tortoise
on projects that may be proposed in the future. Standard mitigation measures are
presented in Appendix A for application on these projects to mitigate for impacts and to
compensate for residual impacts to its habitat after mitigation. Further formal
consultation would not be required for covered projects, but areporting and review
process by USFWS isincluded. The programmatic biological opinion will also specify
an allowable incidental take (i.e., incidental to an otherwise legal activity) for the CDCA
Plan and for covered projects. The programmatic consultation will not cover the
following:

Projects that disturb more than n acres (where n = 50, 100, or 200 depending on
alternative) except transmission lines and pipe lines that do not require and EIS or
Plan Amendment;

Projects that require an EIS; or

Projects that require a CDCA Plan Amendment.

5.2.3 SHPO/CA-SHPO

State Historic Preservation Office consultation has been initiated consistent with Section
I C of the State protocol agreement between BLM and SHPO for the NEM O Planning
Area. SHPO was requested to provide comments on issues and alternatives specific to
historic and prehistoric properties in the Planning Area. Information received has been
taken in to account in our analysis and decision making process. Impacts to cultural
resources are also considered in the context of the National Environmental Policy Act,
and measures are taken to avoid or mitigate impacts, where appropriate.

5.2.4 OTHER BIOREGIONAL PLANNING

Coordination between the NEMO, West Mojave and NECO Planning Efforts has taken
place to address consistency in cross-jurisdictional issues for planning throughout the
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California Desert District. These three-plan coordination meetings have been occurring
since scoping was completed. The NECO Planning Area s twice the size of NEMO, and
is adjacent to NEMO, south of 1-40. NEMO and NECO share adjoining boundaries of
extensive desert tortoise habitat across 1-40. NECO's habitat isin two other desert
tortoise recovery units. The WEMO Planning Areais about four times the size of NEMO
and abuts NEMO on most of the western boundary of the planning area. Desert tortoise
conservation and recovery and competitive sport speed events are magjor cross-
jurisdictional coordination issues.

5.3NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION

Federa consultation for the NEMO planning area was initiated in 1997, and culminated
in a meeting attended by Fort Mojave, Chemehuevi, and Timbishatribal representatives
to provide comments and concerns regarding religious, heritage values, or traditional
properties that they may have information on which may be affected by the planning
effort. The Timbisha tribe had also concurrently initiated a focused and separate
planning effort to address the issue of provision and administration of tribal lands,
including portions of the NEMO planning area. .Issuesidentified at the July, 1997
meeting for consideration during analysis included the following:
(1) Assure tribal vehicle access to public lands and give tribes special
consideration;
(2) Givestribestimely notification of burials and the opportunity to participate in
buria location:
(3) Identify sacred sites more specificaly by tribal affiliation;
(4) Evauate the potential for loss of water from future devel opment;
(5) Thoroughly analyze any potential use of the planning area for radioactive
waste
(6) Consider leaving human remains in place.

Additional |etters were subsequently sent out to these tribes, and to the Las Vegas Piutes,

reguesting further comment on the planning effort. Information received has been taken
into account in our analysis and decision-making process.
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Persons/ Agencies Recelving Document
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Name | State | Zip
Adam P.I CA. 90232
Aguayo Rick CA. 92307
Ahamakav Cultural Society AZ. 86440
Aklufi Joseph S. CA. 92501
Allen Janice CA. 93549
Allen Harriet& Howard CA 91977
Allison David L. UT. 84026
Almas Bill & La Vella CA. 92366
Amspach Allen J. AZ. 85344
Amster A.B. CA. 93556
Anderson llene CA. 90046
Anderson 0.J. CA. 92405-1901
Andreas Mary Ann CA. 92220
Arbogast Jim CA. 92804
Avery Hal NV. 89108
Axtell Dwight CA. 93527
Baderian Robert C. CA. 91109
Bailey Barbara CA. 92340-0548
Bailey Brent Canad V6E3X2
a

Ball Mary NV. 89003
Ballow E. Jeff CA. 93010-1932
Barnes George CA 94306-2617
Barton Cynthia CA. 93562
Bartsch Robert W. CA. 91107
Beardslee Marilyn CA. 93301°
Beauchay R. Mitchel CA. 91950-6010
Bergman Jim CA. 93522
Bernath George NV. 89046
Betterley William A. CA. 92345

Big Pine Chamber of Commerce CA. 93513

Blair Rob CA. 92332
Blake Monk NV. 89130
Bledsoe Sam CA. 95606
Bleich Vernon CA. 93514
Blockley Marge NV. 89005
Borden Jack NV. 89101
Boxer Honorable Barbara D.C. 20510
Bouman Arlene CA. 93515-0966
Brabyn John CA 94941
Bradford A. CA 95023
Brady Joseph W. CA. 92393-2710
Brauner Kalmar WA. 98109-1822
Brengel Kristen D.C. 20036
Brenner David A. CA. 93033
Britton Robert G. CA. 91010
Brown Brian CA. 92384
Brown Don & Joy OR. 97355
Brown Jim NM. 87125
Brown Patricia CA. 93514
Brown Warren D.C. 20240
Browne Andrew C. CA. 94028-7125
Budlong Tom CA. 90049
Burge Betty L. NV. 89119
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Burgess
Burk
Burns
Bybee
Campbell
Campbell
Cantou
Capote
Carey
Carmicino
Carothers
Carpenter
Carrell
California Department of Fish and
Game
Casebier
Cassella
Chase
Clark
Clark
Claypool
Cliffe
Clodt
Cohen
Condon
Conti
Cooper
Cooper
Cornelius
Counts
Crites
Daerr
Dahlia
Daley
David
Davidson
Davis
Davis
Davis
Davis
Davison
Dawson
Dayak
Denner
Department Of The Interior

Derrick
Dewenter
Dierdorff
Dobbins
Doell
Dombrowski
Dorame
Duncan
Duro

Early

Jeff

Peter & Joyce
Isabella
David E.
Tom

R.

Pierre

Mario R.
W.E.

James & Kay
Dr. John H.
Steven
Patricia L.

Dennis
Michelle
Rocky
Lois
Clifford H.
Bill & Nita
Vernon
Richard
Phillipe S.
Ray

Dick

Dan
Derek
Betty L.
Jerry
Buford
Ron
Timothy
Trevor J.
Lois

lan
Donna S.
Kathy
Mark
Sheri

Pat

D.L.

Tom

Roy
ATTN OEPR DEIS
Review
George
David

Irv
Phyllis
Janet
Mike
Michael A.
Tim
Henry

G. C/o BLM Lands

AZ.
CA.
CA.
WA.
CA.
NV.
AZ.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.

CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.

CA
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.

CA
CA.
AZ.

CA
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.

DC

CA.

HI.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.

85283
92312
91754
98665-1300
93555
89108
85004
92325
89142
91101
95003
91355-1847
92324
93514

92332-9799
92570
89003
92309
93483
92363
91024
93527
94305-5020
93505
90041
92286
93555
85344
91303
92260-2578
92408-3220
90042-2308
90025
92057-2605
92501
92340
92415-0110
93546
92408
96160
89019
93514
92040
20240

93513
96749
92646-6018
92323
94801
92345
93526
92363
92346
92103
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Eir Review Committee

Elliott
Ellis
Emmerich
Engelder
Ervin
Ervin
Esquerra
Esquerra
Esteves
Everly
Fairclough
Feinstein
Ferguson
Ferguson
Flanders
Franklin
Friesema
Fulton

Furnace Creek Library

Gates
Gautsch
Goodfrey
Gordan
Goss
Gould
Gracey
Graham
Grandy
Green
Greenberg
Gregory
Haitt
Haldeman
Hambleton
Hamill
Hancock
Hanna
Harlow
Haussier
Haussler
Haye
Hayes
Heathcote
Heffner
Heindel
Herfkens
Herron
Hewitt
Hiatt
Hickman
Hillier
Hines
Hippert
Hoar
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Foundation

Heather
Mark

Kevin
Roger
Christine G.
Nick

Todd

Ralph
Pauline
Clarence
Christopher

Honorable Dianne

Bonnie
Jeri

Paul
Kathleen
Paul
Robert

Mike

Joe
Jeffery G.
Richard J.
Kathy
Kim

Bob

Robert & Maria

Glen

Andy

Paul H.

Ron

John

Richard
Carroll "Butch"
John

Ginger

PMB #106
Stanley
Warren M.
Michael

Stan & Jeanie
Gary

Robert

Dave & Diane
Tom & Jo
Esperaldo
Willis

Ward

John

Sue

Gerry

James

Andy

Brooks

CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.

CA.
CA.
CA.

D.C.

CA.
CA
CA.
CA.
IL.
CA.
CA.
CA
CA.
CA.
AK.
CA
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA
CA.

CA
CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.

CA
CA.
CA.
NV.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
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92138
89701
91355
92328
92610
92653-1144
92117
89119
85228
92328
92311
92384
20510
93536
92392
91007
93534
60202
92309
92328
92507
92866-1216
93384-0160
99802
93522
91770
93526
92389
91107
93561-2142
91364
89155-1741
89123
92592-8687
93526
92311
92365
86001-6317
92312
91103-3553
91020-1861
93555
89120
93555
93240
93513
91367
92307
89046-1600
89123
92398
92402-0480
93006
90630
92660-4738



Holland
Hollis
Holloway
Holman
Horne
Horstkotte
Hribar
Hughes
Hurst
Inyo County
Jackson
Janson
Jaramillo
Jennings
Jenson
Johnson
Jones
Jones
Jones
June
Kerber
Kilpatrick
King

Kirk
Kistler
Kreuper
Kulesza
LaClaire
Ladd
Lamos
Larson
Lease
Leivas, Sr.
Lemon
Lewis
Lewis
Briggs
Lynch
Macey
Maddock
Madueno
Mann
Mann
Marston
Martell
Martin
Massey Sr.
McKernan
McNight
Medica
Mendez
Mendez
Merk
Merk
Meyer
Milanovich

Jim

Gary
Charles C.
John E.
Jeff

Jack

B.

Elden
Chuck
Planning Dept
Tom
Richard
Sergio M.
Craig
Grant
Kenneth
Leone
William
Denise
Mike
John
Robert
Duncan
David
Robert C.
Harry
Gene
Charles

Dennis & Mary

Paul
Keith
T.W.
Matthew
E.D.

Honorable Jerry

Jimmy
C.R.
Willy
Jim
Laurra
Patricia
Minnie
Nancy
Dick
David
Bill
Dallas
Robert
Jerry
Phill
Rene L., CAO
Rene L.
Sam
Sophia A.
Deanne
Richard

NV.
NV.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
Co.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
WA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
AZ.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA
AZ.
CA.
NV.
NV.
CA.
CA.
CA
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89005
89048
90012
89015
92345-7243
90606-1750
90039
90604
92258
93526
92363
90808-1445
89512
93105
94296-001
92543
95747
90014
95814
92264
91007
92392
95014
80302
91355-1847
92407-3728
92517
92307
93555
93545
91342
89109-3356
92363
93546-0415
92373
92663
93592
98230
93530
92677
92363
85634
93403-8106
92649
92371
91701
85941
92374
89049
89108
93526
93526
93555-7519

CA. 93555
CA. 92309
CA 92262
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Miller John CA. 92345
Miller David CA. 93274
Miller Leroy CA. 92646
Miller Charles CA. 91024
Miller Sally CA. 93541
Mitchell John H. CA. 94705
Mitchell Paul A. CA. 93654-2428
Molcar Richard WA. 98240
Moore AR. CA. 92124
Murchie Donald CA. 90405
Nagy Kenneth CA. 90095-1606
Nason Geoff CA. 92366
Nataly Fred NV. 89109
Naxos Resources USA Ltd. NV. 89048
Nevada Division of State Lands NV. 89706-0857
Nevada Division of Wildlife NV. 89108
Newbro Bill CA. 91504
Newton Janice CA. 92328
Norris James CA. 93105-4449
Office of Planning and Research State Clearing House CA. 95814
Olivas Tom CA. 92549
Orndoff Jim NV. 89108
Orr Robert J. CA. 95814
Ott Nancy L. CA. 92345
Overson Clay CA. 92323
Painter Elizabeth CA 93105
Papouchis Christopher CA. 95822
Parrish Conrad CO. 80401
Parrish D.W. CA. 92399
Parry Tom CA. 92363
Patchen Marvin CA 92036
Paterson Loro CA. 94020
Pauli Andy DFG CA. 92308-7066
Paulk Herman A. CA. 92407-2213
Pearson Daniel CA. 91770
Peckham Alan NV. 89120-3304
Peter Ramond J. CA. 91423-1242
Picardo Kevin NV. 89193-8435
Pilon Jim CA. 91342
Pinto J.D. CA. 92521
Praisler Tom CA. 95310
Prather David PA. 16354-8822
Presch Dr. William CA. 92834
Price Beverly B. CA. 91604
Priestel Scott CA. 92311-2888
Prince Dan NV. 89014
Pyott William AZ. 85366-1000
Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe NV. 89424
Quintana Ernest CA. 92277
Racine Denyse CA. 93514
Raihle Mike CA. 92415-0850
Rauschkolb Mike CA. 91355
Reddy J.M. CA. 92356
Reese David K. CA. 93522
Reese Steven CA. 93522
Reim Kenneth NV. 89134-7814
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Rhoades
Richaros
Rister
Ritzlaff
Robinette
Romerro
Roni

Ross
Rotgers
Rupe
Rylaarsdam
Sawyer
Schmidt
Schmidt
Schmidt
Schuette
Schulz
Schweiker
Seaton

Sesher

Shockley
Sidorick
Simpson
Slater
Smith

Soto

Sowell
Spetzvogel
Spining
Sorrells
Stanley
Stapp Mining
Stein
Steinmetz
Stephenson
Stewart
Stirling
Stone
Stone
Stuart
Swanson
Swedlove
Tabor
Targa
Tarble
Taylor- Jarvis
Tecopa Community Center
Terrell
Thomas
Thomas
Todd
Tolford
Tomlinson
Tonkiss
Tovar

Ed & Irene
Robin
Randy
Vern

Rob
Miriam
Steven
Stephen
Christine G.
Donald R.
Cornel

Dr. John H.
Fred
Steven
Earl

Henry
Wayne
Roy

Bruce
Thada B.

Mel
Frankie Rae
Robert J.
David
Debbie
William B.
John
Edward
Richard
Susan
Valerie

Glenn
Jeffery G.
Bobbie
Greg
Edward
John
Syd
Norm
H.N. SPA
Jerome
Steve
James
Jan
Bobbie

Tim

Kathryn

Terry R.

David

Hugh C.

Bill & La Vella
David

Joni
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CA.
CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
NV.
IL.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA
CoO.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
NH.
CA.
CA

CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.
Co.
MO.
CA.

CA
MD.
CA.
CA.
NV.
CA.
CA.
AZ.
CA.
NV.
CA.
NV.
CA.
Co.
CA.
CA.
NV.

CA
CA.

az.
CA.
AZ.
CA.
CA.
CA.
CA.

92408
92363
92243
89121
93535
89134-7875
61611
91107
91320
92363
90706
95521
80523-1019
92112
94301
93555
95338
3301
90630
91722-3534

92404
92408
92404
93555
93555
92870
81231
63130-4899
90622
92384
20850
92405
93514
89108
92117-3653
92651
85306-1729
92396
89108
92392
89448
92405
80525
95215-9595
90024
89041-6279
92389
92277
86011
92621-5919
86405-1769
91401-5722
92311
91208-2411
93550
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Tracy
Tremor
Trent
Trinko
Turner
Urbanek
Veale
Venola
Walch
Waldheim
Walker
Wallace
Wallasch
Walters
Waltz
Weaver
Weber
Weiner
Westman
Wheat
Wheat
Wild Burro Rescue
Williams
Woodruff
Wright
Wuerthner
Wyss
Yonge
Young
Zaehst
Zimmerman

Zogg
County of Inyo

County of San Bernardino

County of Inyo
California State Parks

Bureau of Indian Affairs

California State Lands
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TABLE 5-1: NEMO SCOPING COMMENTS

NEMO SCOPING COMMENTS

Comment Element & Planning Issue Within How Addressed
Scope

1. Cultural |ssues
Any MUC Boundary changes needed Cultural I'ssue 1: Need for Y MUC Amendments Proposed

management zoning adjustments
Establish policies for the preservation, protection, interpretation and the appropriateness Already addressed in existing planning
of revealing the locations of cultural resources Cultural I'ssue 2: Adequacy of documents and Bureau Policies: Admin
Is our protection strategy for cultural sites adequate? Of Particular concern are those existing CDCA guidance for cultural N workload issue.
identified and accessible to the public.(i.e,, i.d., those that should be nominated, schedule resource management
nominations, and determine contributing portions upon identification.
Distinguish between historic abandoned mine sites that need protection and sites that are Cultural I'ssue 3: Need to keep Already addressed. Where not on the NRHP,
providing garbage dumping grounds and safety hazards management options open for N addressed with site specific analysis when
SBmtg: Will BLM Destroy historic structures. problem areas needing reclamation identified
How do we deal with historic ROW and waysin wilderness? Cultural I'ssue 4: Need for Outside scope: May be addressed in future

protection of cultural resources in N wilderness management planning.

wilderness.
Have we addressed and is our protection strategy for Native American Triba sites Cultural 1ssue4: Need for May be addressed under_ existing guidance, _
adequate? protection of Native American sites. N using separate consgltatmn and agreement with

Native American tribes.
Need to develop a strategic cultural program (beyond ad hoc and reactive focus) e.g. .
mitigation caching and other creative methods to meet goals, long term strategies for Cultural_ |ssueS: Negd for more Beyond scope of thisplan: T& E and CDPA
surface objects, and to gather and assess historical context. systematic and proactive approaph focus. Also admin/workload issue. Importance
- - to protection and/or documentation N : .
Need to follow through on National Register process. A . . of many sites already established through
- — — — of significant (including NRHP . .
How do we deal with potential impacts to features that are historically significant at the dligible) Properties. previous planning documents.
time of designation (i.e. Mines, ROW'’s, ways and structures)
PSkr 1.d. on ground, map, interpretation and documented history. 20 Mule Team Wagon
Road through Desath Valley floor and Panamint Mountains.
NePS/ PSkr: Address, ID, Interpret and possible restoration of some cultural, significant
cultural resources (T& T, Patton Military sites, WPA Guzzler sites, trails, cultural Cultural I'ssue 6: Need for . )
landscapes, Dinos(iur Trackway. Y additional site-specific management N gﬁ{;nd the scope of this plan: T&E and CDPA
AC11: Wher do the Mojave Road, T& T RR grade and other €eligible properties retain strategies h
integrity, what is the proper historical designation and is there a need for restoration?
NePS: 1.D. Cultural elements to be restored such as certain features along historical Route
66.
?. Do we adequately manage significant linear historic features (Across Jurisdictional . T No specific issues identified. If needed, specific
Boundaries) g:;ur_m |ssue7: Coordination N historic features may be addressed in future
egies - ;
activity level planning.

2. Native American Element
AC 52: Any MUC Boundary changes needed Native American Issue 1: Need for Y MUC Change amendments

management zoning adjustments
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NEMO SCOPING COMMENTS
Comment Element & Planning Issue Within How Addressed
Scope

NePS: Where/what are the traditional native land uses e.g. Mojave, Chemehuevi, Native American | ssue 2: Already addressed in existing planning
Timbisha, Shoshone? Adequacy of existing CDCA N documents and Bureau policies.
NePS: How should areas with Native American spiritual values be managed (e.g. Public guidance for Native American
access)? resource management.
Is Native American rock art being adequately protected and interpreted? Native American I ssue 3: Need for Beyond the scope of this plan: T&E and CDCA

additional site-specific management N focus

strategies.
? Arewe adequately recognizing them and providing for cooperative management Coordination and consultation will occur.
through our existing agreements? : : . Affects not anticipated at thistime. If any
C. What, if any are the problems associated with these uses? (N:ggr\é?ng&irg?; ! s;s;e 4 N proposals and alternatives affect Native

9 American sites or access additional
coordination will occur.

3. Wildlife Element
AC52: Any MUC Changes Needed Wildlifelssue 1: Need for Y MUC Change amendments

management zoning adjustments
AC2,Pssgm,AC3, AC8, FWS addressed recovery objectives for the Desert tortoise
established in the recovery plan & designate DWMAS. Develop amgt strategy for DT in
the wildlife management area.
PSmt: Do cost/benefit analysis of DT protection measures — focus on effective measures
with best B/C ratios.
AC6: Minimize habitat fragmentation .
ACL9: Consider design of additional RNAs for DT/habital. Wildlife Issue2: Need to address y | genAmendments g/da?j;’érféﬁed o
PSsgm: Include alarge portion of Ivanpah Valley in DT Mgt. Area, CimaLavafields are Desert Tortoise listing / recovery issUes.
not best DT habitat.
AC9: How will forage be allocated, in particular in DWMASs.
AC13: What are standards to determine if research proposalsin DT recovery areas are
appropriate.
AC19: Consider design of additional RNAs for tortoise habitat within grazing allotments
and possibly within open areas.
Pssgm: Include portions of Lavafield in DT Management area
AC9: Per BO
AC13: Initiate study on grazing impacts to desert perennial grasses
SBmtg: High quality DT habitat should be assessed by vegetative correlation.
PasMtg: Addressfencing for DT

Wildlife I ssue 2: Continued Y See Above

PasMtg: DT recovery, How will we know when we get there? — How long is DT recovery
—What comes next when recovery is achieved? — Did you identify impactsto DT from
raptors and other birds e.g. Raven predation and develop strategies to manage thewse
impacts?

?. Consider strategies that provide economic incentives to protect DT.

?. What effects will the Ivanpah airport have on the area?

? Include public education on land ethics
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NEMO SCOPING COMMENTS

Comment Element & Planning Issue Within How Addressed
Scope
ACT7: Implement DT and Mojave Tui Chub recovery plans Wildlifelssue 3: Need to Address v Where T&E are found to occur , ACECs are
other T& E protection / Recovery evaluated.
NePS: Also Amargosa Vole recovery plan
AC1, AC15, PSsgm: Develop amgt strategy foe other sensitive species and aress of S Al .
species richness to maintain and protect (Habitat V'S Species planning) \é\t/':g ! s':; éﬁ: ;'p elc\li:dptr%ta:girgf Y MUC Change Amendments
AC4: Plan mining activities and mine reclamation strategies that promotes and protects
bat populations.
PSsgm: Evauate the potentiql to. restorg native species (Pronghorn antelope, Wolf) Wwildl ife Issue 5:. Need fpr v Addressed in the context of T&E species.
Pske: Remove al exotic species including Chucker restoration of native species and ACEC proposals only
elimination of exotics.
PSsgm: Reexamine guzzlers as a viable wildlifemanagement tool before installing, o . .
maintaining additional guzzlers, include impacts on DT and native / non-native species Wildlifeissue 6: Need for .T(.) tgzdexgd't IS ﬁn |s|sue for %f-l; conservation,
Psfw: Ibid in wilderness areas unless they are important biologically and can be additional guidance on guzzler Y Its addressed In this planning effort.
o i Wilderness issues addressed through separate
maintained w/o vehicles. management wilderness planning & policy annexes
Pskd: Maintain CDFG access to guzzlers including wilderness.
AC33: Provide long-term watershed strategy for Amargosa Pupfish and other species Wildlifeissue 7: Need for
Psjw: Need basedline studies of wetland ecosystem, desert fishes, springsnails, and additional site-specific management Y Part of the ACEC proposal for Amargosa
associated inverts. Populations should be maintained at 100% of potential strategies
4. VVegetation Element
AC52: Any MUC Boundary changes needed? Veg Issue 1: Need for Management Y MUC amendment proposals
zoning adjustments
Pssgm: Identify unique or UPA in planning area (e.g. red gramma grasslands, white fir
forests) & protect more pristine areas with popul ations. .
AC31: Populations of white fir and others on “ Sky Islands’ need special attention and Vegissue2: Need to address v é.CEC plropoga_J f_or IT%Ed _Someoff tgexvggg
additional study specific sensitive habitat / recovery I popu ationisincludedin oneof the
Neps: Dolomite formations also host many endemic plants and should be evaluated expansion proposals
Pssh: Protect old growth vegetation (e.g. Y uccas) from damage
AC4: Towhat extent istype conversion occurring? What effect does fire mgt strategies
have on this? Veg issue 3: Need for restoration of To the extent that these are issues for DT
Pcswc: Protect and recover native biodiversity b - conservation. May be addressed subsequently
- - - - - native species and ecosystems and Y . ;
NePS: Consider options for controlling exotic species. dlimination of exotics. in o_ther ACEC management plansiif
Pssgm: Consider Vegetation restoration of lands (abandon, developments, like mines, designated.
homesteads, corrals)
AC3: Evaluate impacts from GW depletion on habitat health. What isthe threshold of Vegissue 4: Need to protect Indirectly addressed through watershed ACEC
draw-down and what can be done to help conserve water dependant habitats? riparian / wetland habitats Y proposal. Specific strategies and impacts
would be evaluated subsequently during ACEC
management planning.
5. Wilder ness Element
AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed? (e.g. areas released that are default MUC L) | Wildernessissue 1: Need for Y MUC amendment proposals for “released”

management zoning adjustments

lands no longer under wilderness review
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NEMO SCOPING COMMENTS

Comment Element & Planning Issue Within How Addressed
Scope
AC2: Identify and designate specific access points and/or staging areas horse loading, Wildernessissue 2: Need for Addressed under separate wilderness planning
hunter and hiker parking additional facilities at wilderness N process
boundaries
AC22: Identify and recommend needed boundary adjustments Wildernessissue 3: Need for Addressed in a separate process for each
wilderness boundary adjustment N wilderness
recommendations
AC6, AC3, NePS Consider recommending amendment of CDPA to allow motorized use Outside the scope of T&E conservation or
of the “Heritage “ trail or rerouting trail. Are there other well used trails with breaks due Wildernessissue 4: Need to amend N CDPA implementation and coordination. May
to CDPA that we should address? wilderness use parameters be addresse d in separate process for each
Pssh: Boundary adjustments are inappropriate as part of this planning effort wilderness.
Identify minimum requirements for access in wilderness Wildernessissue 5: Need for N Addressed through separate wilderness
wilderness guidance clarification planning & policy annexes
A_C_4_, AC"AClO_. I_Drowdc_e accgsstq private lands & authorized acxtivities(e.g. grazing, WI|d€fﬂ€‘SS_ISSU€ 6: Need for_ Addressed in route designation strategy for DT
utilities, valid mining claims) in wilderness access to private lands & permitted Y critical habitat
2, What degree/type of access? (refer to CDPA). activities. )
lg\lﬂezls.gaAn?gr;Liz\iv;gemess Mgt. Guidelines re: Maintenance and installation of big & Wilderness issue 7:Definewhat | | |
% What iss our fire management siraiegy in wilderness? \o/lgleuﬂego&s not promote wilderness N Ouitside the scope of this planning effort.
AC82: What isthe policy on tagging wildlife or simular research-related practice?
AC32:What additional steps should we take to protect the scenic quality of visitor use
corridors?
ACS6: |.D. and protect high visual quality viewsheds including those from highways (e.g.
from billboards, signs). Should we relocate sand & gravel pits away from wilderness
viewsheds? Wildernessissue 8: Need for
additional guidance to N Outside the scope of this planning effort.
AC30, PSsym: Look at noise and visual Mgt. Strategy, with emphasis on (reducing) low- | Protect/maintain scenic resources.
level aircraft and artificial light sources.
AC10: What visual reclaimation standards should we use for mining disturbances?
AC11: To what degree do we plan to reclaim closed routes?
Pssgm: Reduce plane contrails over wilderness
ACA4: Isour existing hiking trail network adequate (more,less,0k)
AC2: Should camping areas in wilderness or no camping zones along open routes be Wildernessissue 9: Need for Outside the scope of this planning effort.
designated? additional recreation management / N Specific wilderness planning is a separate
AC3: Should we look at permitting and/or group size limits? guidance. process.
AC20: Should there be additional restrictions on campfires in wilderness?
?. What are our route sighage needs? Wildernessissue 10: Need for N Outside the scope of this planning effort.

?. Providing information to the public on and enforcement of route designation decisions.

public information and enforcement
strategy

Specific wilderness planning is a separate
process.
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NEMO SCOPING COMMENTS
Comment Element & Planning Issue Within How Addressed
Scope
?: How can travel corridors through gateway communities compliment the goals and Wildernessissue 11: Coordination Ouitside the scope of this planning process.
missions of adjacent Federal land while gaining economic benefits to the communities? strategies N
Joint marketing strategies.
6. Wild Horse and Burro Element
AC52: Any MUC/boundary changes? WH& B issue 1:Need for mgt. WH& B herd mgt. Area adjustments are 1.D.ed
Zoning adjustments Y where land is no longer managed by BLM or in
conjunction with DT conservation.
NePS. Determine appropriate management policies for each area/sub-unit.
Pssh: Immediately reduce burro populations to the BLM HMA levelsin new NPS areas. WH& B issue 2: Need to amend N Separate strategy being developed to evaluate
Plan to zero out these popul ations within NPS lands. element in specific areas herd size using a5 year monitoring strategy.
Psnw: Protect WH& B where they were identified as existing in 1971
Pssgm: Exclude WH& B form naturally occurring surface waters but maintain access to WH& B issue 3: Adjust exclusion N Can Occur as needed under existing
Big Horn. areas to protect riparian resources. management
AC: Develop joint mgt plans for WH& B populations in areas that cross-jurisdict WH&B issue 4: Coordination N Being pursued in a separate strategy
boundaries. strategies
7. Range Management and Livestock Grazing Element
AC52: Any MUC Boundary changes needed?
Pssh, Psgb: Revise boundaries of Lacey-Cactus- McCloud & Eureka Valley allotmentsso | Rangeissue 1: Need for Mgt v Boundary / herd size changes proposed as a
they do not include portions of DV NP. Reexamine grazing levels as appropriate. zoning adjustments result of the CDPA
Psrh: Livestock should be allowed to graze inside the drift fence on hunter MT.
ACS5: Need to adjust grazing preferences due to changesin resource mgt goalsin DT Range issue 2: Need to amend Alternatives considered for DT conservation
Wildlife Management areas. element in specific areasto meet DT Y strategy
recovery goals.
Pssgm: Exclude livestock from naturally occurring surface water but retain access for Rangeissue 3: Adjust exclusion N May occur under existing management
bighorn. areas to protect riparian resources.
?. Provide guidance for improvements in wilderness (refer to CDPA as approp) Rangeissue 4: Guidance/need for Outside the scope of this planning effort.
improvement in wilderness N Addressed in general BLM policies, the CDPA
and separate planning annexes.
2. Avoid duplication of services between communities and Federal lands. Addressed for DT conservation and where
- — - single allotments have been split. Other issues
?2._Joint Management of any facilities with NPS i i __ _ o are outside the scope of this planning effort.
NePS: Consider establishing carrying capacities and a planning area wide permitting Rangeissue 5: Coordination v Can be addressed through existing management

system for heavily used areas.

G: How can we coordinate signage, structures and services to meet visual goals, provide
positive image of agencies.

strategies

and/or subsequent activity level planning
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8. Recreation Element

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed?

Recreation issue 1: Need for mgt.
Zoning adjustments

Outside the scope of this planning effort. Not
DT conservation or CDPA focused. CDPA
plan adequate in this area.

?. What if any, additional visitor service/ facility should be provided and where — Federal
Lands, communities?

Psaa: No additional facilities

Recreation issue 2: Need for
additional facilities.

AC27: Identify measures to deal with disability access

AC5: Do we need to identify and devel op additional water sources (e.g. at trailheads)

Outside the scope of thisplan

AC4a, AC7: Develop astrategy for non-motorized recreation in particular Mtn. Biking
and horsetrails.

NePS: Address adequacy of trailhead parking, especially for wilderness areas,
maintenance of, number and length of trails and need for single or multi-use trails
bicycles, hikers and equestrians.

NePS: Address various recreational opportunities including hang gliding, trail bicycles,
and rock hounding.

Recreation issue 3: Need for
additional non-motorized recreation

strategy

Ouitside the scope of this planning effort

F: Where can we anticipate increased use and how can we work with private sector to
provide touring, filming- commercia and recreational.

AC1: Do we need to develop a strategy to bring commercial tour activities under permit?

AC2,AC6: What can we do to prevent decorative rock collection. Will restricted access
in wilderness put additional preasure on existing collecting areas?

AC6: Do we need to permit uses that are higher risk, such as rock climbing?

NePS: Addressthe issue of recreational shooting/ plinking in the preserve. (Also aBLM
issue)

Recreational issue4: Need for
additional recreation management.
strategies

Ouitside the scope of this planning effort. They
arenot DT conservation or CDPA driven.
Existing strategies are adequate. Shooting may
be addressed in the context of the DT
Conservation Strategy.

AC20, NePS Should we develop a policy on firewood and campfires on public lands
based on sensitive resources and/or fire management policies.

NePS: Look at policies on roadside camping, particularly in wilderness.

Pcma: Consider adding no additional camping restrictions.

Recreational Issue5: Need for
additional camping guidance

Addressed in DT conservation only. Other
issues are outside the scope of this planning
process.

NePS: |.D. aternative areas for recreationa opportunities no longer permitted in
wilderness

Recreational issue 6: Need for
aternative for specific recreational
opportunities.

Outside the scope of this planning process.
Wilderness designation was anticipated and
considered in CDCA plan and a part of broader
consideration of recreational opportunities.

?. How can travel corridors through gateway communities complement the goals and
missions of adjacent Federal land while gaining economic benefit to the communities?
Joint Marketing strategies?

Recreational issue 7: Coordination
strategies

Outside the scope of this planning effort.

9. Motor Vehicle Access Element

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed?

Accessissue 1. Need for
management zoning adjustments

Effects of any proposed changes on MV A will
be evaluated

AC4,AC6: Provide access to private lands, grazing allotments valid mineral claims,
particularly in wilderness.

NePS: Address access for VER, permitted uses and maintenance of facilities and private
lands as well as general public access.

Accessissue 2: Need for access for
private lands and permitted uses.

Where route designation is occurring, thisissue
is addressed (i.e. proposed DT Wildlife
Management Areas)

PSkr: Discuss RS2477 grandfathered rights (re: maintained highways established before
FLPMA)

Accessissue 3: Consideration of
RS2477

Outside the scope of this planning effort. BLM
policy on RS2477 is addressed a a national
level.
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C: Isour current route inventory adeguate for decisions?

PSsh: Do not permit Jeep tours or any motorized vehicles on closed roads/trails

Pske: Do not reopen closed routes.

Psaa: Do not designate any additional routes for vehicle use.

Psmap: maintain existing accesses.

ACB84: Systematic application of criteriafor limits/closures to routes needed.

PSsh: Eliminate all roads/vehicle trails established after CDCA plan, unless they have
been properly permitted.

Psaa, PSsh, PSsgm: Eliminate unnecessary and environmentally damaging roads and
trails, include duplicative trails.

SBmtg: Will you address roads needed by recreational hobbyist to access remote
locations.

SBmtg: How will you address hunting in the NEMO area.

Accessissue 4: General route
designation

Addressed as part of the Desert Tortoise
Conservation Strategy

AC4a: Look at designation non-motorized (Mtn bikes/horse) trails.

Accessissue 5: Designate Non-
motorized routes too.

Outside the scope of this planning effort.

ACT7: Look at whether the entire length of Mojave road and Heritage trail should remain
open to motorized vehicles.

Psrb,Psce: Mojave Road and Hertage Trail should remain open.

Pssh,Psfw: The so-called heritage trail is a patch work of 4WD routes without any
historical significance.

Psfw: Keep the Mojave Road availablein its current condition.

Pssh: Motor vehicle useis destorying most of the historical Mojave Road.

NePS: Close Ivanpah Dry lake to vehicles (it is closed according to CDCA plan)

PSsh: Happy and Surprise Canyons should remain in their present condition(& open) to
provide a challenging 4WD route.

PStd: Maintain both aN and S access to Saline Valley Hot Springs

Psfw: 4WD track between Eureka and Saline valleys should stay open.

Accessissue 6: Site specific route
designations Considerations

Within the scope of the planning effort wherein
Desert Tortoise critical habitat

NePS: Consider maint. And paving needs as well as (opening / Closing)

PSsgm: Restore (Rehahilitate) closed routesin the planning area.

Access I ssue 7: Need for route
improvement and rehab decisions.

Administrative actions may be addressed under
the existing CDCA plan and current policies.
Rehab strategy will be addressed in DT
Wildlife Management Areas

AC2: Should camping areas in wilderness or no camping zones along open routes be
designated.

Access | ssue 8: Need for additional
camping parameters along routes.

Considered in DT Wildlife Management areas
only.

?. Provide info to the public on and enforcement of route designation decisions

?: What are our route signage needss

Accessissue 9: Need for additional
information and enforcement
strategies.

Considered in Desert Tortoise Wildlife
Management areas only.

AC6: Consider recommending amendment of CDPA to allow motorized use of the
“Heritage” trail or rerouting trail

Pcma: Resolve the competitive events issue

Accessissue 10:Need for CDPA
amendment recommendations on
route corridors

Outside the scope of this planning effort.

?. How can travel corridors through gateway communities complement the goals and
missions of adjacent Federal land while gaining economic benefit to the communities?
Joint Marketing strategies?

Access I ssue 11: Coordination
Strategies

Outside the scope of this planning process
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10. Geological, Energy & Mineral Resour ces Element

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed

Psbl/cp: Revise MUC of Panamint Range from DVNP or adj. BLM wilderness east of the
center of the Playato M (From L)

PShl/cp: Revise MUC of former WSA in the Slate Range from L to M

GEO Issue 1: Need for
management zoning adjustments

MUC amendment alternatives proposed.

AC1: Need for additional segregations given CDPA mineral access limitations

Pskr,Psbv,Psrh,Psrcoc: Keep remaining areas available for mining.

SBmtg: How should we address small mines VS large mines, Small disturbance Vs more
jobs

Geo I ssue 2: Need for additional
mining restrictions/ opportunities

Considering issue in the context of DT
Conservation Strategy development

NePS: Address the impacts from abandoned minesin & near the planning area
boundaries, reclaim and reveg plans and adequacy of existing mitigation measures.

Geo Issue 3: Need for additional
reclamation guidance

Ouitside the scope of this planning effort.

11. Energy Production and Utility Corridor s Element

AC52: Any MUC Boundary changes needed?

Utility issue 1: Need for mgt zoning
adjustments

Changes proposed to the extent existing
corridors were affected by the CDPA.

AC31: Designate locations for low power radio transmitters along 1-15/40 to provide
traveler information.

Utility I ssue 2: Need to develop
additional com site locations

Outside the scope of this planning effort

?. Should additional radio sites I-15/40 provide traveler with info on things to do and see
in the desert? Who would provide Info?

12. Land Tenure Adjustment Element

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed?

MUC Changes from L to M in Tecopa areato facilitate exchange out of Federal
ownership for isolated tracts.

MUC change from L to M to facilitate sale of land to Watkins

LTA issue1l: Need for management
zoning adjustments

MUC change amendments proposals

BCSD: Consider making more land available for development

LTA issue 2: Need to accommodate
future growth

Addressed in context of the DT strategy or
where specific proposals were identified during
scoping

AC3: Do we need to look at mod to LTA to facilitate consolidation, exchanges with
Cattellus or local needs

ACB1: Incorporate decisions made on Timbisha Tribal lands.

NePS: Examine possible land exchanges to consolidate Federal lands and recommend
boundary adjustments.

LTA Issue3: Need for LTA
boundary consolidation zone
modifications

Addressed in DT Wildlife Management areas
only. Timbishaissueis addressed in a separate
planning process

?: Need for additional boundary identification (Public, private, agency)

PSjh: DVNP boundary should follow the Saline Valley road through the east side of Lee
Flat and down San Lucas Canyon, as the boundary is not definite and the road boundary
would be.

Psja: Adjust the above boundary to the ridge line or the road and make other boundary
adjustments to exclude valid mining claims.

LTA Issue4: Need for clarification
of boundaries

BLM- Outside the scope of this planning effort.
NPS- is anticipated to addressin NEMO
planning process.
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13A. Support Requirements: Air Quality

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed

AC25: Identify and designate PSD area

Air issue 1: Need for management
zoning adjustments

Addressed in Desert Tortoise critical habitat
only

NePS. Address AQ within planning area

PSsgm: Evaluate the effects of soil disturbances, groundwater pumping and wind erosion
on Air Quality.

NePS: Discuss fuel dumping by military aircraft

Air Issue 2: Need for additional site
specific management strategies.

Ouitside the scope of this planning effort. Plans
aready exist for non-attainment areas with Air
Quality Standards.

13B. Support Requirements: Soil Resour ces

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed

Soil I'ssue 1: Need for mgt zoning
adjustments

Outside the scope of this planning effort

Pssgm: Focus on soils as a high priority mgt area-1.D. and protect fragile soils and
monitor soil impacts and soil component health

AC115: Additional resources datais week or not existing. Need to develop this data

Soil issue 2: Need for additiona site
specific soil management and
protection strategies

Addressing in the DT Wildlife Management
Areasonly

AC22, AC10: Need standards for successful reclamation of various disturbances. Whose
standards- Should we use SMARA standards?

Pssgm: Restore soils and vegetation at abandoned developments (mines, corrals,
homesteads) and other denuded aresas.

Soil issue 3: Need for additional
reclamation strategies

Addressed in the context of the DT
Conservation strategy only

13C. Support Reguirements: Water Resour ces

AC52: Any MUC boundary changes needed

Water Issue 1: Need for Mgt
Zoning adjustments

Ouitside the scope of this plan

AC126,AC4L ook at need for additional water strategies for water quality, a critical aspect
of desert ecosystem management.

NePS: Consider regional development and Fed project effects on water quality

NePS: Restore springs to make them suitable for wildlife

Pssgm: Stop additional spring modification

Psbv: I.D. any/all lands protected under wetlands regul ations (mining prospective)

Pssgm: Manage wetlands to protect water quality

Water Issue2: Need for additional
genera strategies to protect water
quality

Outside the scope of thisplan

AC33: Develop long-term strategy to protect the Amargosa Watershed

Pssh: Address affects of water pumping(e.g. mining) on water in Amargosa R. and work
to limit pumping to an amount that will not compromise water flow (in DVNP)

Water issue 3: Need for additional
site-specific strategies to protect
water quality

Addressed in the ACEC proposal for Amargosa
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AC126, AC4, PSkr: Look at need for additional strategies with regard to water rights,
adjudication, and water quality, other critical aspects of the desert ecosystem
management.

NePS: Consider regional development and fed project effects on water quality

AC8: Do we need strategies to protect sensitive habitat from ground water withdrawl.

AC62: Evauate impacts of and plan appropriate strategies to deal with Impacts of water
use on natural resources

AC3: Evaluate impacts of ground water depletion on habitat health. What isthe Water Issue 4: Need for additional . .
threshold of drawdown and what can be done to conserve water-dependent habitats? strategies to assure adequate water Y Add_r for T&E Species on_ly. Otherwise

— - - e outside the scope of this planning effort.
Pssgm: Increase monitoring to determine ground water pumping effects. quantities for natural resources

Psrh: Protect my water rights on Hunter Mountain.

13D. Support Requirements: Research / Monitoring

AC36: Should we develop a comprehensive research strategy that speeks to on
the ground issues .

Pssgm: Develop an ecosystems based fire management policy Research issue1: Need for Addressed in DT Wildlife Management

Pssgm: Recommend a system for approving, supervising, & coordinating research strategy planin area areas and other ACEC proposals.
research activitiesin the planning area

Pssh: Coordinate research activities so that $$ are used effectively

R rchissue2: Need for Thisisaddressed inthe DT Conservation

Develop cost benefit analysis for proposals Cost/benefit analysis Y Strategy and for all proposalsin the
context of the EIS

Key for Source Abbreviations:

AC - Agency scoping comment (NPS or BLM)

PSxx- Public scoping comment with initials of person providing input.*
*if noinitials given, the source could not be identified

NePS- NEMO planning team scoping comments

?- unknown source
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